Message

From: Flowers, Lynn [/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=1A4411C874D041B9A8BADFC32B91BD70-FLOWERS, LYNN]
Sent: 4/1/2015 3:33:44 PM

To: Cogliano, Vincent [fo=Exchangelabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group
(FYDIBOHF235PDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=51f2736376ac4d32bad2fe7cfef2886b-Cogliano, Vincent]
CC: Berner, Ted [/o=Exchangelabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group

(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=f1949¢9653024d3cb4aadc2bd69c4fde-Berner, Ted]; Jones, Samantha
[/o=Exchangelabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=eac77fe3b20c4667b8c534¢90c15a830-lones, Samanthal; White, Paul
[/o=Exchangelabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=4e179825823c44ebbb07a9704ele5d16-White, Paul]

Subject: Re: FYI: Differing evaluations of five pesticides by EPA/OPP and IARC

Deliberative Process / Ex. 5

Sent from my iPhone
Oon Mar 30, 2015, at 2:01 PM, Cogliano, Vincent <cogliano.vincent@epa.gov> wrote:

Hello everyone — As I returned yesterday from a long out-of-touch vacation, I saw in the airport version
of the NY Times a story about IARC classifying glyphosate (the active ingredient in Roundup) as probably
carcinogenic. Kate Guyton, the responsible officer for the IARC meeting earlier this month, was quoted.
Diazinon and malathion were also classified as probably carcinegenic, and parathion and tetrachlorvinphos
were classified as possibly carcinogenic. This sets up an interesting contrast with EPA/OPP, which has
Tower classifications for these pesticides. Most notably, glyphosate is classified here as Group E,
evidence of non-carcinogenicity.

one reason for the difference is statistical. IARC used trend tests to conclude that two rare tumors were
induced in animals, while EPA/OPP used pairwise comparisons to determine that nothing was induced.

Another reason is the consideration of mechanistic data. For the three compounds classified as probably
carcinogenic, IARC took into consideration evidence of DNA or chromosomal damage.

Mostly, though, it’s a matter that studies in humans are now available. It makes me think that a
descriptor like “evidence of non-carcincgenicity” should be used only when some of that evidence is in
humans. There are several prominent examples (tobacco, alcohol, arsenic) where positive evidence was
observed in humans first.

overall, it was an interesting exercise in evaluating coherence across human, animal, and mechanistic
studies.

Attached are IARC’s news release and a summary it published in Lancet Oncelogy just 10 days after the
meeting.

-- Vince
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